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^ The feasibility of employing- hearing college students 
as tutor/notetakers for deaf studejits vas examined vith 2S d^af and 
10 hearing students* ^ Bearing Ss ^ere given an intensive training 
program in manual commonicationst not^etaking, and tutoring, and 
assigned to takre notes for and tutd^^^e deaf Ss who-ifer^ enrolled in 
classes for the hearing* Data fro^gtregftionnaires administered to 
participants and faculty indicated that the program was effective .in 
that tutor/notetakers felt competent and most deaf Ss ranted their 
tutor/notetaker as a competent ptovider of support* <iu€hor/IB) 
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^ 0 Abstract 

- In order to ^aluate the feasibility of employing hearing* college 
students as tutor/nol^etakers for deaf students, a project was initiated 
in the. summer of 1975* Following an intensive training program In 
manual communications, notetaking and' tutoring, 10 hearing students were 
assigned tq! take notes and tutor 25 deaf students enrolled in classes 
for the hearing. At the conclusion of Fall Quarter, three parallel 
questionnaires were individually administered to participating students,* 
faculty, .and tutoi^/notetakers* The results showed that participants in 
general''Vi^wed the program to be effective at meeting its objectives* 
Ninety^percent of the faculty were highly positive about the program 
continuing* Tutor/notctakers all felt competent in their ability to 
take quality notes* The four who had significant experience tutoring 
also felt confident in the^r ability to aid the students in comprehend- 
ing the content of the course^. Most students rated their tutor/note^ 
taker as a competent provider Df support* It can be concluded that 
hearing peers can be trailed to provide quality education;il supports for 
deaf college students* 
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When a deaf college student enrolls in a course designed primarily 

for hearing students, soine type of educational support Is usually re- 

quired* At the? National Technical Institute for the Deaf (NTID), these 

supports fall i^ito three categories: 1) interpreting, 2) notetaking, 
* #• 

and 3) tutoring* Interpreting is the process ^of translating spoken 
language, into visual language (usually with "simultaneous communication" 
vhich includes signing, lip movement and facial expression)* Providing 
an interpreter in the ^classroom allows the deaf student to process the 
lecture and participate'in classroom'discussions* Notetaking provides ^ 
the deaf student vith permanent record of the class proceedings* Most 
deaf rtudents have difficulty taking their own note^' for several reasons* 
One of the most obvious reasons is that the .deaf student must focus 
attention on the interpreter and therefore, cannot look down to write* 
Tutoring, t^ife "third t:^^^ of support, is offerecl to students whose lan- 
guage development and/or study skills have not yet reached a level that 
would allow the students to take full advantage of the notetaking and 
interpreting services* In the remainder of this paper, we will focus on 
the tutoring ^nd notetaking supports* (For further information on 
interpreting services^ see Nowell and ^uckless, 1974*) 

Notetaking A 

Little Research has been aimed at identifying the characteristics 
that distinguish good notes from poor no^es* Some writers suggest that 
notetaking should involve a form* of content analysis in which the note- 
taker develops concept trees and diagrams depicting content structure 
(Carmen and Adams, 1972)* Others intimate that taking notes is essentially 



ERIC 



-2- 



the same as verSatlm transcrivtion (Carter and Van Matre, 1975), Most 
such studies have been designed to d&termlne the learning effects of the 
notetaklng process on the notetakers themselves. Since deaf students 
usually do not take their own notes, we are Interested In this paper In 
the %seablllty** of the notes, once they are taken. In a study designed^ 
to validate an effective process for haarlng volunteers taki.ng notes for 
deaf students,' Stuckless (1969) suggested nine characterlst;lcs of qual- 
Ity notes* Included ^^n these suggestions were that notetakers use 
legible handwriting, record important lecture points, and define dlffl- 
cult .vocabulary words. It should be remembered that the^ study was not 
designed to assess the relative importance of each of the characterise 
tics - but rather to evaluate an overall notetaklng process. One of the 
study* s findings showed that 35% of the. deaf students were not^ satisfied 
with the quality of the "volunteer" notes. 

One obvious alternative to having hearing classmates volunteer to » 
take'^notes for deaf students Is to. hire professionals* At NTID full- 
time educational specialists assigned to the various colleges in RIT 
have been able to cover many courses as professional notetakers and 
resource tutors. As^ the enrollment of NTID has Increased, however, iz 
has heen more difficult to cover all of the students needing support 
with professional notetakers and tutors; Since it is projected that the 
enrollment and percentage of cross- registered deaf students will t:on- 
tlnue to rise, the need for alternate means of supportive educatiori is 
evident* c . ^ 



. " tutoring 

In recent years, educators and researchers have become more inter^ 
ested in the tutoi^lal approach to learning. In the context of, this 
' paper, we will focus our attention on tutorial approaches which rely on 
nonprofessionals as the t;utors. The effects of using nonprofessionals 

as tutors -Jiav^ been documented with a variety of populations acting as 

: ^ - . ■ 

* tutors and learners (Harrison, 1972; Melaragno, 1976; Osguthorpe, and 
^rrison, in press) Several Conclusions can be drawn from the research 
on ^tutoring! 

1) Nonprofessionals need to be provided with structured 
teaching activities (Harrison, Note 2)* 
« ^2) Nonprofessionals need training to use structured activi* 

ties (Osguthorpe and Harrison, Note 3)* 

3) With tralji^ig^a^ structured^teaching activities, non- 
professionals can effect significant gains in learners 
(Osguthorpe and Harrison, Note 4)* 

^ ^4) Management and supervision must be provided to ensure 

* « 
4 maximum student growth (l£^yhall, et al;, 1975; Keele and 

* > ^ 
Harrison, Note 5)* ' * ^ 

At NTID professionals have usually assumed the tutoring responsl- 

bility. With an increasing number of students needing tutoring, the 

exclusive use of professionals has become financially unfeasible* The 

purpose of this paper is to evaluate an alternative to professional ^ 

supportive education:, peer tutoring and notetaking* The suggestion is 

not that peer tutor/ not eta kers replace professionaJT support personnel, 

but rather augment ^the professional's ability to reach students needing 

•5 . • ■ 
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support*^ Can hearing students be trained as tutors for deaf peers? Can 

they be trained -to take quality no^'.es. for deaf peers? Can they develop 

t * 

a working relationship with professors? 

I, 

Method 

■ i 

Subjects ' ^ . i 

Ten college age hearing stxwlents were selected to participate as 

tutor/notetakers (T/N*s) during Fall Quarter, 1975* These T/N's were 

chosen from among 25 students completing the two week summer training 

program on tutoring and notet^klng, ^ch of the students had previously 

completed a ^Ix week Interpreter training program* T/H*s were selected 

on the basis of:"* 1) expressed.^nterest to become a T/N, 2) perfoinnance 

during the summer training program, and 3) willingness to fit tutoring 

ah'd notetaklng into their personal academic schedules* 
* 

Summer Training Prograr; 

The training program yas designed around a four stage pif3cess of: 
1) explanation, 2) modeling, 3) role^play or simulation and 4) applied 

^,practix;e* This process was used to teach T/N*s to take notes, tutor, 
and pt-epare course "Help Packets" for deaf students* T/H*s were trained 
to define difficult vocabulary in- the notes, use white space effectively, 

.illustrate with examples, and draw diagi;ams and other visuals to help 
clarify concepts in the notes* T/N*s were then trained in general 
techniques of tutoring; 1) establishing rapport, 2) keeping records, 3) 
diagnosing students* needs, 4) remediation and 5) evaluation* The Help 



Packet training consisted of Iderfa for gathering Information essential 
for success In a course* T/N*s were shown methods for Identifying 
critical concepts and then defining them for deaf students* Each T/N 
was provided with a manual describing each of the topics covered In the 
training program (Osguthorpe, Note 6)* ^ 

Manageiaent System ^ * 

A management system was developed for purposes of control and 
evaluation* Eaeh T/N reported to the project managjsr weekly* During 
this meeting, additional training was provided the T/N and progress ^ 
records were malnta^lned* 

^ n , ■ 

Procedures 

Each T/H was assigned to cover one or two RIT courses containing 

deaf students* Hlne of the ten tutors were assigned to general educa 

tlon courses j> while one was assigned to cover courses In engineering* . 

During the quarter^ all original notes .were kept* on file and used to 
* 

help T/N*^ Improve their notetaklng skills* There were also records 

* * 

kept bf each tutoring session using the tutor log end procedures devel- 
oped for^thls project* These logs were discussed periodically with 
T/N^s an^ suggestions were m^de for Improv.ement of tutoring techniques* 

During the final two weeks of the quarter a series of question- 
naires were administered* These questionnaires were designed to answer 
the basic equestions stated earlier* A separate questionnaire was admlti^ 
Istered to T/N*s, students^ and professors,. Trained interviewers admin 
Istered the questionnaires on a 1:1 basis to/ students and faculty. ^ 



T/H*s completed the s^lf-report questionnaires themselves* Each ques^ 
tionnaire was designed with as similar an Item pool as possible* Iti 
this way, it Vas possible to increase the reliability, and validity of 
the data without spending a :great deal of time *and money on instruments 
development (Van Mondfrans, Note 7)* . * * 



Data Analysis ^ ^ 

Since the n^s wer^ so small and the data were considere^T^entative, 
no attetiipt was made^'to *'overanalyze" the numerical results* It was an^ 
ticipated that means and standard deviations on the variables tha^^ were 
cross-measured would be the most meaningful form of data analysis* 
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Results 
Note taking 

The results of the questionnaire showed that both T/N*s and stu- 

dents generally perceival the notes to be of a high quality* Th^ dif- 

* * 

ferences between T/N responses and *thase of students were relatively 

small*. In Table 1, it can be seen that the largest difference between 

means occurred on the item labeled "worth as a study aid*" There was a 

trend showing that students saw the notes as less valuable as a study 

^ *ai4 than T/N*s* The next largest discrepancy occurred asjl^tars responded 

to *the "completeness" of the notes* Students -jere apparently *less 

* 

confident than T/N's that the notes contained all of the needed informa- 
tion* It can also be seen in Table 1* that there was more variability 
'among student raters than among T/N*s* * 

■J' 
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Table . 1 



Notetakkjg Skills 
variable measured 



legibility' 



completeness 



ease of 

comprehension 

worth as study 
aid. 

TOTAL 



Pcpsslble rants 

* 

* 


Tutor R&ting Serf 


5tudent rating 
tutor 


Mean 


S.D, 






5 


3.7 1 


i.ii 


4.07 

i 


1.20 

- 


5 


4.62 


.74 


3./8 


1.36 


5 

* 


4.00 


1.00 


3.60 


1.50 


5 


4.66 


.57 


3.57 


1.15 


20 


17.62 


2,36 

* 


15.46 


4.60 



Storing 

Six semantlc^dlf ferentlal It^nis^were u9ed to assess tutoring skills* 
In Table 2, it can be seen that l?oth T/N's and students rated the tutor- 

ing.as gener'allv positive* Students were most positive about how "p^^sonal' 

* 

the"tutorlng was* They were least positive concerning the amount of 

* 

Improvensent the T/N had ^hosm .during the quarter* As with the note- 
taking itemb, there was a^high degree of ag^|pent between students and 
T/N*s concerning tutoring skills* ^ 



Comaiunication SkillS 

6ne component skill of tutoring deaf students that is of special 

\ ^ ; ' ' 

Importance is the ability of the T/n fo communicate with the student. 
Students and t/n*s were asked to rate both expressive and receptive 
.Communication skills* Table 3 shows that the variance amon^ the two 
rating groups was nearly Identipal, It should be noted that the 'stu- 
Sent^ perceived a smaller difference (-28) between expressive and recep- 
tive skills than did J/N*s as they rated themselves (-67), 

* H* * ' 

Tutor/Hotetaker Competencies ^ 

THre5'^"tem^r'e!i^tKe~que^X6nh were designed to assess the over- 



all ability of the t/n*s to perform their job func».j.ons* The firs\ of 

the items asked t/n*s, atudents and teachers to project the academic' 

grade each T/NVould receive if the T/N were taking the*course for 

credit as a student. As seen in Table 4^ the raters were in close 

^ * 

agreement- Most raters predicted that t/N*s would receive |A*s in the 

w » 

course in which they were tutoring and' notetaking^ The second item was 
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Table , 2 



Tutoring Skills 
variablemeasufed 



sffectiye ' 

personal 

/ 

Vor|hthetifne 



enjoyable 
, improving 
available . 

.TOTAL 



r 



Po«sib»ePt*Tts 


Tutor RaUpgSeK 


student rating 
tutor 


Meaji • 




Mean 






4.66 


.57/ 

* 


4.-10 


.87 




4.6a 


.57 


4.60 


.69 


5 


4.00* 


" 1 .00 

* 


4.00 


.94 




4.00 


.00 

L - 


4.11 


.78 


5 

.V, 


4.20 


.44 


3.88 


.92 


^ -5 ' - 


4.37 


.51 


4.10 


.87 


30 

- (t 


25.66 

■ -1 


.57 .. 

... 


24.66 


4.18 
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' CommuQiC^tion Skills 
, . of Tutor-n6tetak«rs , 

• ■ - ■ - ■ - 

variable measured 



expressive 
communication . 



receptive 
communication 



t 
t 


Tutor AitinQSaN 


ttudtntmtlng « 

tutor 




S.0,^ 






Si 

» t 

f 


4.50 


.83 

t 


4.28 


.8? 


. ' * t 

5 . 

t 


3.83 


1.02 


t 

4.00 


1.03 
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• Table 4 



Ttitor-Notetaker Competencies 



-vari&ble measured 




Tutor RatlnoSaK 


^ 

student rating 
tutor 


Te^etwRatirtg 
Tutor 






Mean 




Mean 


S-O. ■ 


Mean 




* ■ 

grade projection 

Kthe tutor had taken 
course (or credit 

* w * 


5 


4.62 


A7 


4.26 


.72 


4.66 


.57 


Tutor's grasp Qf 
subjept matter 

t 

* 


* 


4.75 




4.00 


1.24 


4.50 


.54 


tutor as 
"competent" 


.5 ■ 

*■ 


4.14 
(S) 

* 


w 

* 


4.35 


.74 


4.87 


.35 



i 



f 
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designed to measure the T/N*& grasp of the subject matter* Table, 4 
shows that t/N*s were highly copfideat in thelr^own ability to compre- 
hend the Subject ntatter of the course* Teachers also perceived the 
T/N*s as competent in the course content* Students were generally 
positive, but varied more than the t/n*s or teachers in their ratings* 

The final item directed at assessing overall 3kill of the t/N*s 
asked raters to use a scale marked "competent" to "incompetent*" T/N^s 
-were asked to predict how both teachers and students would rate them on 
this item*^ Table 4 shows that, in this *case, T/N*s were more variable 
in theiT responses than were the other rater groups* The T/n mean for 
the item was slightly lower than students and considerably loyer than ^ 
teachers (who nearly all rated their T/N as a "5" in competence)* 

i 

Tutor/Professor Contact Time 

Table S displays the results of an item assessing the amount of 
time the t)^H spent with the ^structor going over notes, determining 
course objectives, .and discussing strategies for meeting the needs of 
the deaf student(s) enrolled in the course* As seen in Table S, this 
item produced highly variable results* Certain teachers perceived" their 
contact time with the t/n to be much longer than did the t/N* Most 
T/N*s said they spent about an hour iii personal consultation with the 
professor during the entire quarter* 



Free Response Items 

Each form of the questionnaire contained several open ended ques- 
tions* One overriding concern surfaced within each rating group ^ the 

-13- 
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, Table 5 



variable measured 


Possible Points 


Tutor Rating Self 


Teacher rating 
Tutor • 






Mean 


S.D. 


' Mean 


S.D. 


tutor-prof, 
contact time 


. ? ■ . ' 


1.31 

* 


.53 


2.60* 


3.99 

> 
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T/N^5 relationship with th^ professor* Students, T/N*s and professors 
alike mentioned the need ^for more contact time between the professor and 
the T/N. There were no other obvious commonalities amopg the raters on 

the f ree,response items* T/N*s did voice some concerns about the awk^ 

* * 

wardness of monitoring student progress in the course,, the difficulty of 
belag a friend and a professional ^to the student, &nd the need to .become^ 
sensitized to each student s ability levels* Professors were generally 
.posltLve in theii^. open 'assessment of the program* They vere impressed 
wi*th the T/N*s skills, the T/N*s professional ,ft&tit;ude, and the effects 
'that 'the T/N*s. seemed to have on the students* Some professors thought 
thlt tutoring st^ould be mandatory for students. One teacher thought 
that he should be the tutor rather than the T/15* \?hen asked to suggest 
improvements, students most often responded by saying, that the T/N* was 
"already good"' and could not improve* Some students were concerned that ^ 
*the notes could be made more complete or more legible and that the ?/N 
should be more expert in the course content* - * 

• ^ 

Discussion ^ 

The results of Fall (Quarter, 1975, indicate that hearing college 

peers c\i be trained to provide quality educational support to deaf ' 

students. The evaluation model usVd did not allow for traditional 

control groups (randomly assigning some deaf students to courses with no 

support provided*) For this reason we can only speculate (based on 

* 

previous experience in supportive education) that the t/n*s had some 
positive effects on student growth* We can conclude, however, that mo5t 

-15- 
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students receiving support from t/k's perceived the support to be of a 
high quality and needed* We can also conclude that most participating 
professors viewed the t/n*s as competent providers of support and were 
anxious for the program to be continued* T/N's, themselves, generally 
felt confident In their ability to provide needed support to deaf student 

Limitations 

What can we not conclude from the results of this pilot study? 

•a 

First, we cannot say that all deaf college students will have confidence 
. In a peer T/li* There was some evidence to suggest that the most compe- 
tent deaf students accept the T/N s notes but would never request tutor^ 
Ing* In essence, this may mean that some deaf students see the hearing 
peer as no more competent than themselves in the course content* Second, 
ve cannoc say that all professors wish to have a par'aprofesslonal in 
thair classroom providing support to deaf students* The reasons for 
this vary* Some professors feel that the T/li dilutes the course content 
and misinforms the student* Some feel that paraprofessional support can 
never compensate for the deaf student.' s severe lack of prerequisite 
skill upon entering' the cours^ Third, we cannot conclude from present 
data that any hearing college student can become an effective x/n with 
the training programs employed* There is some indication that in order 
to be a successful t/k, a hearing peer must be 1) an excellent student* 
(high GPA), 2) willing to schedule tutoring in the evenings, 3) willing 
to acquire good manual communication skills, arid 4) willing to be con^ 
stantly evaluated by professionals and students* 

-16- 
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The Future 

Peer support will continue as an augmentation to professional 

o 

support services at N^ID. As the* project moves from research and devel** 
opment into the implementation phase, project management will be asstnnad 
by professional support providers* Continued emphasis will be placed on 
data collection and program Improvement* Part of the manag^ent plocess 
will include T/H evaluation (Osguthorpe, Hote 8)* Since the program has 
implications for use in other Institutions where the deaf are enrolled 
with the hearing, a project will soon be initiated outside the environ** 
ment of NTID* 
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